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ABSTRACT 


An index to the 1963 mourning dove breeding population 
was obtained by a call-count survey conducted throughout the 
United States. Trends in the breeding population index were 
calculated for three management units and for hunting and 
nonhunting States within the management units. Trends in the 
breeding population indexes from 1962 to 1963 were as follows: 
Eastern Unit down 3.6 percent, Central Unit down 1.7 percent, 
and Western Unit up 3.8 percent. For the United States as 
a whole, the 1963 breeding population was down 0.8 percent 


from 1962. 


ae Summaries of call-count surveys conducted in Canada during 


1962 and 1963 are included. 
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INTRODUCTION 


An annual survey of the breeding population of mourning 
doves by a system of call-count routes provides an index to 
the status of the dove population in the United States. 
Through the cooperation of State, Bureau, and independent 
observers, call-count routes were widely established by 1953. 
The hundreds of cooperators who participate in the call-count 
survey have contributed the data that form the basis for this 
report. 


Prior to 1960, the annual status of the mourning dove 
population was reported in the Mourning Dove Newsletter. The 
Newsletter continues as a report on activities in mourning 
dove research and management on a national scale, but the 
annual report on status of the population, used chiefly for 
regulatory purposes, is published separately. The 1960, 1961,. 
and 1962 Status Reports were published as Special Scientific-- 
Wildlife Series Nos. 49, 57, and 70 respectively. 


In 1961, dove-call routes were set up and run on a trial 
basis in several Canadian Provinces. Results of these trial 
routes emphasized the desirability of establishing and main- 

aining a dove-call census in Canada. 


The Canadian dove-call census was conducted again in 1962 
and 1963, and the results of the cénsuses for those years are 
set forth in table 4. 


It is expected that, with the establishment of additional 
routes, the compilation of sufficient comparable data, and the 
incorporation of suitable weighting factors, the data provided 
by the Canadian cooperators will prove extremely valuable in 
future management of the mourning dove. 


The call-count survey is conducted each year during the 
period May 20-June 10. Intensive studies conducted in the 
Eastern United States (Special Scientific Report--Wildlife 
No. 17, 1952) indicate that dove calling activity is relatively 
stable during this period. 


he 





In order to provide for the required publication of hunt- 
ing regulations, the Dove Regulations Committee mist meet no 
later than late June. Status statistics must be summarized 
for consideration by this Committee. The annual Status Report 
(or a preliminary version thereof) serves this purpose. The 
Status Report is also distributed to all cooperators and is 
available to interested organizations and individuals. 


For several years prior to 1960, the Federal framework of 
mourning dove hunting regulations was established on the basis 
of eastern and western groups of States. Recent analysis of 
banding data indicates that there are three largely independent 
units of the mourning dove population (Kiel, 1957). Since 1960 
the Federal framework of hunting regulations has been based on 
these three management units. The criteria for a management 
unit are that the bulk of the doves harvested within a unit 
is produced within that same unit and that a significant 
number of doves produced within a unit is not harvested out- 
side that unit. The Eastern, Central, and Western Management 
Units, outlined in figure 1, best meet these criteria. In 
order to establish more firmly the management unit boundaries, 
additional analysis of banding data is currently in progress. 
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PROCEDURE 


The call-count method 


Gall-count routes were established after field investi- 
gations in 1950-51 demonstrated the feasibility of the technique. 
These investigations were reported by Foote, Peters, McGowan, 
Kerley, Duvall, Robbins, and Wagner (1952). Each route is 20 
miles long and has 20 listening stations located 1 mile apart. 
Call-counts begin one-half an hour before sunrise and continue 
for 2 hours. A record is kept during the survey period of all 
doves seen or heard calling along the survey route. Informa- 
tion on the call-count method and procedures for randomly 
selecting call-count routes was presented by Foote, Peters, 
and Finkner (1958). 


The only currently available dove population index, national 
and international in scope, is the call-count survey. The 
survey has limitations and possible biases which require fur- 
ther study. One important limitation is the fact that the 
survey provides an index only to the breeding population and 
does not take production into consideration. This limitation 
is“especially noteworthy since a high percentage of an average 
fall population is composed of young-of-the-year. 


As a basis for breeding population indexes, it has been 
found that doves heard calling have provided a less variable 
index than doves seen. Additional research is needed to 
understand the relationship of doves heard calling and doves 
seen to the actual population in various portions of the 
mourning dove breeding range. Several Cooperative Wildlife 
Research Units and State and Bureau personnel are presently 
conducting studies of the call-count census. 


Weighting factors 


When combining data from several States to obtain breed- 
ing population indexes for management units or parts of manage- 
ment units, it was necessary to give appropriate weight to the 


data from each State. This-was done by multiplying the average 
number of doves heard calling per route in each State by the 
estimated area of dove habitat (in square miles) in the State 
to obtain a breeding population index value. These index 
values from each State were then added together to obtain the 
properly weighted breeding population index for the combination 
of States. This weighting procedure recognizes differences 
between States, both in dove density and in the amount of 
habitat. Dove habitat area was estimated in the 1958 Mourning 
Dove Newsletter and is listed in table l. 


Randomization of dove-call routes 


In order that the data on dove population density shall 
be representative of the breeding dove population of each 
State, random selection of dove census routes is desirable. 
The present management routes were, in some cases, selected 
in areas of high-density dove populations and do not yield 
representative measurements of the breeding dove populations 
throughout the entire State. 


Randomly selected dove-call routes were first selected 
and run in the States of Alabama, Georgia, Kentucky, Mississippi, 
North Carolina, South Carolina, and Tennessee during the 1959 
dove census. In 1961 the States of Arizona, California, Florida, 
Maryland, and Virginia also established and ran randomly selected 
dove census routes. 


In 1963, in addition to the regular management routes, 
random routes were selected and run in the States of Idaho, 
South Dakota, Wisconsin, Missouri, Kansas, Nebraska, and 
Minnesota. These random routes will be run again in 1964, 
and the comparable data will be incorporated into the 1964 
Mourning Dove Status Report. 


Long term trends 


A base year was selected for the purpose of showing long- 
term trends in a State's breeding population index. Annual 


- 


percentage changes have been applied to the base figure 
(average doves heard calling per route) to give an ad justed 
figure which shows the true relation of indexes from year to 


year. The selection of a base figure is necessary because 
not all routes are censused each year. 


Each year, beginning with @ base year, and on dove-call 
routes censused in 2 successive years, the average number of 
doves heard calling on each route in each State has been 
adjusted. This adjustment has been made according to the per- 
centage change from the previous year. For example, 1957 was 
selected as a base year in Alabama (table 2). In that. year, 
the average number of doves heard calling per route was 21.1. 
In 1958, the percentage change from 1957 in counts on com- 
parable routes was an increase of 12.8 percent, so the base 
figure of 21.1 was adjusted upward by 12.8 percent to a level 
of 23.8. In 1959, the percentage change from 1958 in counts 
on comparable routes was a decrease of 21.6 percent, or from 


23.8 to 18.7. 
TRENDS IN THE BREEDING POPULATION INDEX - 1963 


Eastern Management Unit 


The breeding population index for the Eastern Unit 
decreased 3.6 percent from the 1962 level (table 1). This 
marks the third year of decline since the peak index reached 
in 1960. Figure 2 shows that the breeding index of the 
Eastern Unit showed a general increase during the 7 years 
prior to 1961. The 1963 index is 9.7 percent below the peak 
1960 index and 2.6 percent below the Unit's 10-year average 
index (1953-62). 

The hunting States of the Eastern Unit showed a 7.2- 
percent decline from the 1962 breeding population index. The 


nonhunting States showed an 8.0-percent rise from the 1962 
population index level (table 1). 


Central Management Unit 


The breeding population index for the Central Unit decreased 


-5- 





1.7 percent from the 1962 level (table 1). This also marks 

this Unit's third successive year of decline from the peak index 
reached in 1960. The index showed a general increase during 

the 7 years prior to 1961 (figure 2). 


In hunting States of the Central Unit, the index declined 
7.1 percent from its 1962 level (figure 3). 


The index in the nonhunting States of the Central Unit 
avai an increase of 5.4 percent above the 1962 levels (table 
1). 


The Central Unit's 1963 index is 21.5 percent below the 
peak index reached in 1960 and is 3.5 percent below the 10- 
year average index (1953-62). 


Western Management Unit. 


The index for the Western Unit increased 3.8 percent from 
the 1962 level (table 1). The 1963 level is 18.6 percent below 
this Unit's peak population index, reached in 1959, and is 3.3 
percent below the 10-year average index (1953-62). 


Discussion of population index trends 


Indexes to the mourning dove breeding populations showed 
declines from the 1962 level in the Eastern and Central Manage- 
ment Units. The Western Unit showed an increase from the 1962 
level. The breeding population index for the entire United 
States showed a very slight (0.8 percent) decline from the 1962 
level. 


The 1963 mourning dove breeding population index for 


the. entire United States is 16.8 percent below the peak 1960 
index and 3.3 percent below the 10-year average (1953-62). 
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A Comparison of Trends in Breeding-population 
Indexes for Hunting and Nonhunting States 
within Management Units. 
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Table 1.--Trends in Doves Heard Calling on Call-count Routes, 1962 to 1963 


EASTERN MANAGEMENT UNIT ~ HUNTING STATES 


f 





Est. Dove Compa- Average Heard per Route and Indexes* 

Habitat rable 1962 . 1963 Percent 
State sq. mi. ) Routes Heard Index Heard Index Ch 
Ala. 51,078 28 "19.5 996 16.0 817 hy Ee 
Conn. 3,919 1 5,2 20 5 ali -14.3 
Del.. 1,978 1 kL.O 87 4O.0 19 - 9.1 
Fla. 54,262 22 14.5 787 12.4 673 -14..2 
Ga. 58,518 22 23.8 1,393 20.4 1,194 ~14.1 
T1l. 55,947 31 29.3 1,639 30.0 1,678 + 2.5 
Ky. 40,109 17 27.1 1, 086 25.6 1,027 - 5.5 
La. 45,177 26 10.9 492 12.8 519 4177 
Md. 9,393 12 19.0 178 19.4 182 42.1 
Miss. 47, 420 22 2h .2 1,148 20.9 989 13.8 
W. C. kh 232 19 26.1 1,154 28.8 1,274 +10.2 
Pa. 23,465 13 10.9 256 T 5 175 -31.5 
RK, x ap ate x 11.0 ** 0.0 
s. ¢c. 30,594 20 28.5 872 28.5 872 0.0 
Tenn. 41,961 2h 26.4 1,108 22.2 931 -16.0 
Va. 37,904 10 35.1 1, 330 35.7 1,353 + 1.8 
W. Va. 16 , 863 3 23.9 403 10.1 170 -5769 
Sub- 
Total 562,820 271 12,949 12,010 ~ 7.2 

EASTERN MANAGEMENT UNIT - NONHUNTING STATES 

Ind. 36,205 10 25.0 905 28.6 1,035 +144 
Maine ** 3 3.0 *% 1.3 Ke -56.7 
Mass. 1,977 22 6.7 13 3.9 8 -41.8 
Mich. 28,511 9 22.9 653 33.8 964, +7 5 
N. H. we nt 2.8 ** 2.6 ** - 74 
N. J. 7,522 8 16.2 122 16.6 125 + 2,5 
Dies Me 11,982 11 27 ok 325 25.4 304 - 6.3 
Ohio 41,122 14 25.8 1,060 21.1 868 -18.3 
vt. *% a 2.0 x 2.0 xe 0.0 
Wisc. 38, 300 17 25.0 958 27.5 1,053 +11.0 
Sub- 
Total 165,619 101 | h 036 357 + 8.0 
Eastern Unit 
Total 728 , 439 372 16,985 16, 367 - 3.6 
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Table 1.--Trends in Doves Heard Calling on Call-count Routes, 1962 to 1963 (con. ) 


CENTRAL MANAGEMENT UNIT - HUNTING STATES 


Est. Dove Compa- Average Heard per Route and Indexes* 
Habitat rable 1962 1963 Percent 
State (sq. mi.) Routes Heard Index Heard Index Change 





Ark. 52,725 12 16.9 891 25.8 1,360 +52 .8 
Colo. 72,777 ala 16.8 1,223 12.5 910 -20.6 
Kans. 92,113 34 63.8 5,877 56.5 5,204 -11.4 
Mo. 69,270 17 4he.1 2,916 36.2 2,507 -1h.0 
N. Mex 109, 360 14 32.8 3, 587 30.9 3,194 ~ 5.7 
Okla. . 69,283 8 40.2 2,785 WY 1 3,055 + 9.7 
Texas 263,644 37 | 43.3 11,416 39.5 10,414 - 8.8 
Sub- 

total 729,172 aes 28,695 26, 644 om areal 


CENTRAL MANAGEMENT UNIT - NONHUNTING STATES 








Towa 55,986 10 80.0 479 72.2 Me, Ob = ony 
Minn. 60; 007 12 2h.9 1,494 25.1 1,506 + 2.0 
Mont. 12h, 369 14 Tela) 5,472 63.8 7,939 445.1 
Nebr. 76,653 11 52.3 4,009 43.9 3,367 © -16.0 
N. Dak. 70, O54 22 38.2 2, 326 33.2 2,319 - 0.3 
S. Dak. 73,475 7 27 4 2,013 29.7 2,180 + 8.3 
Wyo. 82,080 _ 15 26.0 2,134 eae L198 417.5 
Sub- 
total Seago 62h 91 21,927 23,111 + 5.4 
Central Unit 
Total 1,271, 7% 22h 50,622 49,755 a Lay 
WESTERN MANAGEMENT UNIT - HUNTING STATES 

Ariz. 113, 580 Thy 32.8 3,725 31.2 3,539 = 5.0 
Calif. 141,123 54 18.0 6,774 48.0 6,774 0.0 
Idaho 49,685 6 27.6 1,371 27.6 are 0.0 
Nev. 108 , 704 20 14.9 1,620 23.3 2,533 +563 
Oreg. 72,263 16 36.8 2,659 39.6 2,864 a Tey 
Utah Pa TL as 25.7 1,904 25.5 1,890 - 0.8 
Wash. 46,884 13 36.9 1,730 33.1 1,554 -10.2 
Western Unit 
Total 606, 350 171 19,783 20,525 + 5.8 
U. S. Total 

2,606,585 767 87 , 390 86,647 - 0.8 





Table 1.--Trends in Doves Heard Calling on Call-count Routes, 1962 to 1963 (con. ) 






CANADAX#* 
) ; 
Est. Dove Compa- Average Heard per Route and Indexes* ; 
Habitat rable 1962 1963 Percery 

Province sq. mi. Routes Heard Index Heard Index Ch 
Ontario x* 12 15.9 x 17.0 x + 6.5 


+T 


* From a base year, average doves heard calling per route for each State has been 
adjusted annually according to the percentage change from the preceding year in 
counts on comparable routes. The index, expressed in thousands, is the product 
of the adjusted average doves heard per route and the estimated area of dove 
habitat. 


The area of dove habitat has not been estimated for Maine, New Hampshire, Rhode 
Island, Vermont, and Canadian Provinces. 


¥*x To date only Ontario has submitted comparable data for routes run in both 


1962 and 1963. 
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Table 2.--Trends in the Breeding-Population Index, 1957-63 


The first figure listed for each State by years is the adjusted 
average doves heard calling per route. The method of adjustment is 
described in the text. The base year for adjustments was 1956 or 1957. 
States for which 1957 was the base year are those that reorganized call- 
count routes in that year. These States are Alabama, Georgia, Kentucky, 
Mississippi, North Carolina, South Carolina, and Tennessee. 


The second figure for each State is the breeding-population index. 
The index, expressed in thousands, is the product of the adjusted aver- 
age doves heard per route and the estimated area of dove habitat. 
(Habitat area is given in table 1.) 


Data for the years 1953 through 1956 may be obtained from Special 
Scientific Report-Wildlife No. 70. 











State 1957 1958 1959 1960 1961 1962 1963 
Alabama 21.1 23.8 18.7 22.7 20.1 19.5 16.0 
1,078 1,216 955 1,159 1,027 996 817 

Arizona 33-1 31.0 33.6 26.3 47.1 32.8 31.2 
3,759 3,521 3,816 2,987 5,350 3,725 3,539 

“Arkansas 32.6 33-7 30.0 28.0 30.5 16.9 25.8 


1,719 1,777 1,582 1,476 1,608 891 1,360 


California 36.7 41.2 55.1 59.5 42.7 48.0 48.0 
5,179 5,814 7,776 8,397 6,026 6,774 6,774 


Colorado 57 .6 46.4 23.8 34.9 16.8 16.8 12.5 
| 4,192 3,377 S-11,732 2,540) 1,223: 1,223 910 
Connecticut 9.0 7.0 6.0 9.6 5.2 5.2 Wed 
35 27 ek 38 20 20 17 

Delaware 31.0 30.0 54.0 49.0 36.0 4h.o 40.0 
61 29 LOT 97 rar 87 79 

Florida 13.8 11.0 11.0 12.9 12.0 14.5 12.4 
Th9 597 59T 700 651 787 673 

Georgia 21.4 15.9 18.9 24.0 20.4 23.8 20.4 


1,252 930 1,106 1,404 1,194 1,393 1,194 


me ae 


Table 2.--Trends in the Breeding-Population Index, 1957-63 (con.) 





State 1957 1958 1959 1960 191 1962 1963 

Idaho 27.0 23.8 26.7 30.8 27.2 27.6 27.6 

1,342 1,183 1,327 41,530 1,351 1,371 15371 

Illinois 30.3 32.8 33.2 31.6 36.0 29.3 30.0 

1,695 1,835 1,857 1,768 2,014 1,639 1,678 

Indiana 32.8 34.0 35.4 26.8 30.2 25.0 28.6 

1,188 1,231 1,282 970 =61,093 905 1,035 

Towa 57.6 50.6 82.6 66.0 82.5 80.0 72.2 

3,225 2,833 4,624 3,695 4,619 4,479 4,ohk 

Kansas e.g 42.9 50.2 61.7 62.7 63.8 56.5 

3,952 3,952 4,624 5,683 5,775 5,877 5,20 

Kentucky 22.3 27.8 27 28.3 26.7 27.1 25.6 
894 1,115 1,099 1,135 1,071 1,086 1,c@ 

Louisiana 17.0 15.9 13.8 14.8 13.7 10.9 12.8 

768 718 623 669 619 Loe 579 

Maine* 1.5 2.5 3.0 3.0 1.3 

Maryland 17.8 17.0 19.7 17.0 15.7 19.0 19.4 

167 160 185 160 147 178 182 

Massachusetts 8.3 3.7 5.3 7.6 5.0 6.7 3.9 

16 7 10 15 10 13 8 

Michigan 22.1 eh.8 30:1 27.2 28.8 22.9 33.8 

630 707 858 775 821 653 964, 

Minnesota 33.1 28.9 eu. 23.4 30.1 eh.g 25.1 

1,996 1,734 1,446 1,40h 1,806 1,494 1,506 

Mississippi 26.0 31.7 25.8 25.9 22.7 eh.2 20.9 

1,233 1,503 1,223 1,228 $1,076 1,148 989 

Missouri 61.0 52.7 46.4 49.5 4.6 42.1 36.2 

4,225 3,651 3,214 3,429 3,089 2,916 2,507 


Jp 


Table 2.--Trends in the Breeding-Population Index, 1957-63 (con. ) 


State 1957 
Montana. | 36.8 
4 O77 
Nebraska 53.6 
4,109 
Nevada 28.0 
3, obL 


New Hampshire* 


New Jersey 14.0 
105 

New Mexico 23.0 
2,515 

New York 30.2 
362 

North Carolina 24.4 
r, l, O79 
North Dakota 2.7 
1,730 

Ohio 20.2 
831 

Oklahoma 51.0 
3,933 

Oregon 33.8 
2,442 


Pennsylvania 15.0 
352 


Rhode Island * 


South Carolina 30.0 
918 


1958 
38.2 
751 


35-1 
2,691 


18.1 
1,968 


15.7 
118 


24.5 
2,679 


25.0 
300 


22.6 
1, 000 


30.3 
2,123 


2h.3 
999 


55.8 
3,866 


28.8 
2,081 


13.1 
807 


31.6 
96F 


1959 


39.0 
4,850 


73-4 
5 626 


33.2 
3,609 


3.0 


18.3 
138 


32.0 
3,300 


18.7 
eh 


27.9 
1,23) 


33.1 
2,319 


20.3 
835 


Bbc 
3,824 


h2 3 
3,057 


14.3 
336 


14.0 
30.2 
geh, 


1132 


1960 


17-3 
9,614 


81.8 
6,270 


2h. 
2,620 


M7 


18.3 
138 


55.6 
6,080 


28.6 
343 


27.0 
1,194 


35.0 
2,452 


17.8 
732 


5.1 
3,125 


38.8 
2° 80k 


12.7 
298 


8.0 


32.0 
979 


1961 


66.5 
8,271 


66.3 
5,082 


29.6 
3,218 


3.8 


16.3 
123 


37.4 
4,090 


23.5 
282 


23.7 
1,048 


36.9 
2,585 


21.6 
888 


46.0 
3,187 


43.0 
3, 107 


13.2 
310 


10.0 


31.7 
970 


1962 


Lh .O 
5, 472 


52.3 
009 


14.9 
1,620 


2.8 


16.2 
122 


32.8 
3,587 


27.1 
325 


26.1 
1,154 


33.2 
2 , 326 


25.8 
1,060 


hO.2 


2,785 


36.8 
2,659 


10.9 
256 


11.0 


28.5 
872 


1963 
63.8 
1,939 


43.9 
3,367 


23.3 
2,933 


2.6 


16.6 
125 


30.9 
3,194 | 


25.4 
304 


28.8 
1,274 


33eL 
2,319 


21.1 
868 


yb 
3,055 


39.6 
2, 86h 


T+9 
175 


11.0 


28.5 
872 


Table 2.--Trends in the Breed ing-Population Index, 1957-63 (con. ) 





State 1957 1958 1959 1960 1961 #1962 1963 





South Dakota 74.3 51.8 47.0 29.4 35.5 274 29.7 
5,459 3,806 3,453 2,160 2,608 2,013 2,180 


Tennessee 34.9 31.7 26.6 27.0 22.9 26.4 22.2 
1,464 1,330 1,116 1,133 961 1,108 931 
Texas 50.9 50.3 48.7 51.1 41.5 43.3 39.5 
13,419 13,261 12,839 13,472 10,941 11,416 10,414 
Utah 43.5 28.6 43.5 35.2 28.0 25.7 25.5 
3,024 2,120 3,224 2,609 2,075 1,904 1,890 
Vermont* 1.0 8.0 0.0 2.0 2.0 
Virginia 32.2 40.6 43.2 43.2 40.6 35.1 35.7 


1,221 1,539 1,637 1,637 1,539 1,330 1,353 


Washington 48 4 Temes 51.3 35.3 31.0 36.9 33.1 
2,269 1,988 2,405 1,655 1,453 1,730 1,554 


West Virginia 7.7 3.4 4.2 10.9 11.4 23.9 10.1 
130 57 71 184 192 403 170 
Wisconsin 37.9 34.3 31.6 36.0 35.7 25.0 27-5 


1,452 1,314 1,210 1,379 1,367 958 1,053 


Wyoming 30.9 22.7 26.4 eh.1 28.3 26.0 21.4 
2,536 1,863 2,167 1,978 2,323 2,134 1,756 


TOTAL INDEX 96,118 89,074 98,665 104,115 97,281 87,390 86,647 
PERCENTAGE 
CHANGE +8 .8 -7.3. + +10.8 +5.9 -6.6 -10.2 -0.85 


* Maine, New Hampshire, Rhode Island, and Vermont first established 
call-count routes in 1959. No estimate has been made of the square 
miles of dove habitat in these States. 
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Table 4.--Summary of Canadian Dove-Call Routes by Province 


Includes all Routes Run in 1962 or 1963. 


























ALBERTA 
Seen es om 
County 1568 mex 1962 1963 County 2193 1962 1 
6 Wheatland = -- 5 mie 2 
BRITISH COLUMBIA 
1 Kelowa 92 Oe ne 
MANTTOBA 
1 Cornwallis 41 -- ll -- 2 Sifton 39 «Oe = 10 -- 
ONTARIO 
1 Simcoe 1 OT 13 h 21 Haldimand- 
2 Kent 18 -- ee 2=CO= = Norfolk 12 29 2 13 
3 ruce 25 -- 30 ee 22 Prescott QO -- oO -- 
4 11 6 2 3 4 23 = Leeds QO -- O- aca 
5  Wellington- 24 Prince 
Grey 10 -- 30 °-- Edward ie 6 ‘= 7 
6 Simcoe 9 6 2 fo) 25 York -- 5 = 2 
7 Dufferin al a 0 0 27 Welland -- s -- 121 
8 Lennox- 30 Welland- 
Addington 18 30 2 5 Lincoln RT -- 33 
9 Lambton 78 56 65 45 31 Lincoln aaj) | eal -- S 
10 Russell- 33 Elgin -- 10 -- 2 
Carleton 2 3 hoo 1 4@ Middlesex -- 15 -- 10 
11 Carleton 6 6 oO Oo 43 York -- 26 -- 23 
12 Wentworth 3 «-- yo ee uh = Oxford -- 7 -- 0 
14 =6Oxford 3 O-- To o-- 45 Durham -- 8 -- 2 
15 Bruce 5 = Q == 46 Frontenac -- 10 = 0 
16 Perth 6 -- 2) ere 47 Simcoe == 6 se te 
17 Essex S. 15 -- 39s 48 Peel -- 12 — a 
18 Huron 16 -- 5 = ho = Brant «it sa | UT 
19 Haldimand 10 19 5 3 50 Hastings -- 5 -- 1 
20 Norfolk -= 30 -- -- 5. Renfrew -- 4 -- 1 
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Table 4.--Summary of Canadian Dove-Call Routes by Province (con. ) 








Rt. Heard Seen Rt. Heard Seen 
No. County 19621963 1962 1963 No. County 1962 19603 1962 1963 
52 Renfrew == 0 -- 2 55 Ontario -- 10 -- 1 
53 Simcoe -~ T ' == 3 56 Ontario -- 5 -- 3 
Sk York -- 1 = Ka 57 Simcoe- 
Grey “- h sia 5 
SASKATCHEWAN 
1 Langham — == GB a 6 R.M. of 
2 Borden vi -- 2 -- Kindersley 1 -- OO w- 
3 Wilkie He ae GO oes 7  Vonda 1 -- QO -- 
4 Saskatoon 30 = oO -- 8 Qu'Appelle 3. -- OQ «- 
5 Humboldt QO -- O -- 9 §. Saskatchewan 
River 3 -- 1 —_ 
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Table 3.--Summary of Call-count Routes by States. 


Includes all routes run in 1963 but only comparable routes for 1962. 


Route numbers followed by letter R indicate randomized routes. 


ALABAMA 
Rt. Heard Seen Rt. Heard Seen 
No. County 1962 1963 1962 1963 No. Count 219603 1962 1963 
5R Madison 38 17 9-25 69R Perry- 
8R Colbert- Hale 60 59 65 27 
Franklin 3 6 11 13 75R Lee- 
20R Morgan- Macon eh 8618 6 a 
Marshall 37 = 339 14 828 76R Lee 23 «13 2 1 
22R Cherokee- (T(R Choctaw 3 L 3 ab 
Etowah 50 «14 33.035 81R Dallas 3 3 7 17 
23R Cherokee- 89R Wilcox 9 9 12 4 
DeKalb 45 36 37. 29 9OR Wilcox- 
29R Etowah 25 29 = 32 Butler 18 12 3 5 
34R Walker 29 «O31 12 17 96R Choctaw- 
35R Jefferson 22 £8 8 13 Washington 7 4 4 3 
41R Pickens 6 6 19 17 Q99R Monroe 7 6 16 0 
43R Jefferson 18 " Tn ob 103R Pike- 
47R Claburne- Coffee- 
Randolph 2 6 4 615 Barbour 9 3 38-33 
52R . Shelby- LOSR Barbour-~ 
“Bibb 11 «8 0 62 Henry 27 «16 8 8 
59R Hale- 1O7R Clarke 7 20 2 63 
Perry 22 1h 15 12 116R Washington- 
63R Coosa- Mobile 5 2 1 0 
Elmore 6 5 7 4 121R Covington 6 13 5 13 
ARTZONA 
3R Mohave 5 9 0 3 76R Graham =u 4 =e 33 
6R Mohave 27 31 3 TW 78R Apache 0 1 @) 1 
7R Mohave 13 22 hi = =628 79R Apache 0 re) 6 @) 
14R Mohave 13 «16 O 27 100aR Yuma Th a 91 205 
15R Mohave 11 21 1 19 125R Greenlee see ST -- 108 
22R Mohave h 26 4 6-76 137R Cochise 0 9 6 17 
35R Yavapai Le 313 0 5 154R Cochise 41 16 12 27 
WOR Yavapai 15 21 0 2 155R Cochise 7 21 9 105 
LuR Maricopa 13. 31 8 5 157R Mohave 5 2 5 4 
51R Maricopa 18 21 27 5 169R Cochise 28 = 34 8 ky 
56R Navajo 14 9 2 0 185R Cochise -- @) -- 0 
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ARIZONA - Continued -- 


Rt. 


No. Count 


188R 
203R 
eokR 
2h1R 
250R 
257aR 
260R 
263R 
275R 
306R 
320R 
323R 
331R 
393R 


2290R 


ONT Flo NR 


Apache 
Coconino 
Coconino 
Coconino 
Apache 
Yavapai 
Coconino 
Coconino 
Coconino 
Coconino 
Navajo 
Apache 
Navajo 
Nava jo- 
Apache 
Yuma 


Arkansas 
Arkansas 
Craighead 
Craighead 
Ouachita 
Quachita 


Del Norte 
Siskiyou 
Humbolt 
Trinity 
Trinity 
Humbolt 
Shasta 
Humbolt 
Shasta 
Mendocino 


Heard 
5 lt 
4 1 
18 1 
14h 3926 
eh 19 
5 6 BT 
aL 0 
a 0 
21 30 
0 7 
-- 1 
33.013 
4 0 
-- 3 
32043 
ho 83995 
19 «73 
18 18 
Sl. -29 
5 1h 
13 3 
0 0 
34 32 
0 0 
3 4 
1 1 
4 0 
ar “43 
1 1 
3 y) 
1 1 


Seen 


19621963 1962 1963 


nh 
Or 1 OAtPOrNOFRFPF 


—] 


125 
22 
50 


Ww 


| oo 
Want& FLO ONW NWO 





@) 554R 
0 560R 
5 563R 
6 564R 
0 574R 
17 586R 
re) 601R 
O 603R 
3 615R 
2 620R 
1 62°R 
10 623R 
3 626R 
632R 
3 634R 
2 637R 
ARKANSAS 
153 7 
85 8 
28 9 
ho 10 
2 11 
5 12 
CALIFORNIA 
0 12R 
48 
2 13R 
12 14R 
3 15R 
2 
0 16R 
1 17 
0 17R 
5 18R 
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Maricopa 
Yuma. 
Yuma 
Maricopa 
Maricopa 
Yuma 
Maricopa 
Pinal 
Pinal 
Pima 
Pima 
Pima 
Pima 
Pima 
Pima 
Santa-Cruz 


Poinsett 
Montgomery 
Scott 
Marion 
Madison 
Van Buren 


Tehama- 
Butte 
Lassen 
Butte 
Butte - 
Plumas 
Plumas 
Modoc 
Mendocino 
Plumas 


24 


23 
22 
bah 


29 
13 
23 


7 


22 


11 
37 


d 


MY) am 
PO OW 


ww 
Ww Oro 


ebiso 


35 


18 
16 


CALIFORNIA - Continued -- 


Rt. Heard Seen } Rt. Heard Seen 
No. Count 1962 1963-1962. 1963 No. Count 1962 1963-1962 1963 
19R Lake 35034 ya: WR Fresno- 
20R Sierra 0 0 0 ) Tulare 66 47 172 221 
21R Colusa- 45R Monterey- 
Yolo ek 22 55 51 San Iuis 
22R Colusa- Obispo 89 TT 104 103 
Sutter 13. «14 21 36 46R Kings 34 32 62 64 
23R Nevada 9 10 Oo Oo 47R Tulare 17 Al 39 3k 
24uR Napa 70 56 22 «28 48R Tulare 303k 17 +68 
25R Placer 0 0 0 0 4OR Tulare 70 79 75 54 
26R Napa- 50R San Luis 
Solano 13. 14 360 aT Obispo- 
27R Alpine 3 I 5 10 Santa 
28R Contra- Barbara 218 268 2s 
Costa 16 30 173k 51R San Luis 
29R San Obispo- 
Joaquin 16 1 13 A Kern 30 [34 ll 39 
30R Tuolumne 2 2 0 0 52R Kern 59 #15 7 il 
31R Tuolume hQ 39 6 12 53R San 
33R Merced- Bernardino 3 3 3 ec 
Stanislaus 32 29 62 56 SUR Ventura- 
35R Merced 8 7 36 34 Los Angeles 11 15 Sh 55 
36R en 22 =#15 2 O 55R San 
37R Hollttster 6 21 6 19 Bernardino 0 9 Oo 62 
38R Madera bh 36 23 “a 57R San Diego- 
40R San Benito- Riverside 25 27 62 64 
Fresno yh = ho 6 14 58R Riverside 18 37 157 294 
4iR Fresno 38 «13 87 22 59R Imperial 33—Ci«38 128 158 
43R Monterey- 60R Imperial -- 16 -- 10 
San Benito 10 28 26 32 61R Imperial 21 16 125 64 
COLORADO 
1 Crowley == 32 uw iQ 10 Weld 9 12 23 «O51 
3 Alamosa — 5 -- 2 11 Moffat 9 8 2 2 
4 Otero -- 35 -- 9g 12 Douglas 29 «OT 17 8 
5 Bent -- 53 -- €2 13 Larimer- 
6 Prowers = 16 -- 23 Weld ~- 15 -- 23 
7 Adams 6 9 14 8 15 Larimer ~- 51 -- 78 
9 Arapahoe 21 19 13. 20 16 Phillips Al 7 11 6 
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COLORADO - Continued -- 




















Rt. Heard Seen Rt. Heard Seen 
No. County 1962 1963 1962 1963 No. County 1962 1963 1962 1963 
17 Yuma- 20 Mesa 36 = 36 100 72 
Washington 2 ) 2 sb 21 Montrose 4g 18 92 «75 
18 Yuma 13 «218 15 10 22 Montezuma -- 0 -- 1 
19 Garfield 13 3 27 oS 
CONNECTICUT 
2 New London 1 5 ) 0 3 New Haven 6 1 © @) 
DELAWARE 
1 Kent hh =o 5 6 
FLORIDA 
1R Santa Rosa 27 12 17 =10 13R Lake 31 8629 fe 2 
2R Okaloosa 21 16 3 a 14uR Orange 2 6 1 20 
3R Walton 5 9 3 6 15R Osceola dl ah 1 9 
MR Franklin 2 0 0 0 16R Osceola 7 al 7 3 
5R Clay 8 15 il 4 17R Hillsborough 6 5 2 4 
6R St. Johns 41 21 7 ik 38R Okeechobee 16 10 6 11 
7R Putnam 27 4=26 2 19 19R Okeechobee 41 14 3. <0 
8R St. Johns 25 26 oO 15 20R Okeechobee 18 21 5 2h 
OR Gilchrist 22 64 8B 3h 21R Glades 9 ) ‘aes bak 
10R Alachua- 22eR Broward- 
Marion 30 «= 288 8 2 Palm Beach -- 2 -- 0 
11R Volusia 15 13 0 0 23R Collier 0 0 O 0 
12R Sumter- 24uR Dade-Collier- 
Marion 17 al ca 0 Monroe -- 0 -- 0 
GEORGIA 
10R Gilmer- 18R Dawson- 
: Pickens It is ) 8 Forsyth 9 7 1 8 
16R Gordon- 25R Cobb- 
Barstow 29 11 2 2 Cherokee 3 3 6 6 
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GEORGIA - Continued -- 





Rt. Heard Seen Rt. Heard Seen 
No. County 1962 1963 1962 1963 No. County 1962 1963 1962 1963 
27R Gwinnett- 67R Screven- 
Barrow ah 18 in 4 Jennings 55 29 TL. ete 
28R Jackson- 79R Chattahoochee- 
Barrow 22 0= 6 12 Stewart 10 9 9) ) 
29R Madison- 85R Laurens - 
Oglethorpe 39 43 10—s 14 Wheeler 22 06h 13. 23 
31R Haralson- 9OR Effingham 58 27 25 2 
Carroll 6 12 16 31 105R Worth- 
33R Walton 13 22 17 7 Turner 20 13 35 11 
34R Oconee 4 il 5 5 111R Wayne 15° Sa 19 7 
38R Heard 12 15 19 20 118R Irwin- 
L7R Troup- Berrien 18 12 yh 862 
Chambers 10 19 2 il 121R Pierce 43003 6 13 
60R Upson 12 6 9 in 140R Lowndes 7 10 2 3 
TDAHO 
2 Power 43g 289 12 7 Nez Pérce 32 42 3438 
3. Bannock 25 30 14 7 11 Nez Perce 55 36 35 «12 
h Caribou 20~— 2B O 37 22 Booner- 
Kootenai 20 8 0 @) 
“Neo 
TLLINOIS 
1 Cook- 10 Union 20. «(453 eu ko 
Lake - 18 15 8 6 11 Macon 5 3 5 7 
2 Lake 15 1h 15 15 13 Washington 60 51 62 73 
3 Williamson 66 27 320 14 Lawrence 6 43 387 
4  Williamson- 15 Champaign 11 2 10 6 
Jackson 59 «= 3 23.34 16 Whiteside 15 16 7 16 
5 Ogle 5 623 8 8 17 Madison 25 26 35-837 
6 Ogle 18 13 13 5 18  Madison- 
7 Hancock se 21 50 Jersey 3400S 38 32 
8 Marshall- : 19 DeKalb 2 2 1 3 
Putnam 12 9 1 2 20 Mason 51 «38 30 §=626 
9 Fulton- 21 Mason 5e~C «dD 2h 36 
McDonough 98 87 14 9 22 46s St. Clair ho 18 23 
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TLLINOIS - Continued -- 








Rt. Heard Seen Rt. Heard Seen 
No. Count 1962 1963 1962 1963 No. County 1962 1963 1962 1963 
23 St. Clair 8 16 31 «=k 30 Winnebago 19 6 8 2 
24 St. Clair- 31 Wimnebago 22 8 9 5 
Monroe 9 15 15 35 32 St. Clair - 
25 Tee 6 11 37 0 Madison 27 OT 34 39 
26—=s Lee 20 «2k 22 612 33 Tazwell 260 115 ov ae 
27 St. Clair 32 56 53 Fb 34 Knox 4300«CO75 We 25 
INDIANA 
4 Davis -- 3 -~ 130 16 Orange 74h 102 65 81 
9 Jackson AG iS 31 23 17 Morgan 22 20 13. 288 
10 Newton 23-33 28 «#12 18 Boone 19 #16 48 9 
12 Wayne -- 120 -- 13 19 Whitley 22 eh 5 7 
13. Fulton 1 27 a7 6 20 Whitley -- 32 ne 5 
14 Grant 17 27 11 13 21 Newton 46 32 26 «14 
15. Daviess ee i: -- 195 22 LaGrange 23 39 8 13 
TOWA 
1 Clay 13. 25 11 10 13 Chickasaw- 
2 Clay(north) 34 23 21 2h Bremer 37. 20 if Se 
3. Winnebago -- 51 -- 28 14 Clay 1 | eo 27 20 
5 Story 4 8610 22 8 15 Linn 3 ne 25 23 
6 Boone ave 3 -- 26 16 Clarke- 
9 Polk- Decatur 128 3885 114 100 
Dallas 30 0631 12 23 19 Wapella «= 6 -- 33 
10 Mills- 20 Benton ax, BE -- LT 
Fremont =» 66 =~ «Sh 21 Woodbury 23 «46 73 49 
12 + Bremer- 22 86Cedar == 86 e- ao 
Fayette 28 = OT 16 16 
KANSAS 
1 Reno 86 118 101 109 5 Shawnee k7 =g 15 55 
2@ Sedgwick 108 40 33k 6 Montgomery 24 32 57 159 
3 Barton 4B 36 53 TT 7 Cloud 1G “1.06 120 166 
4 Saline 95 149 a7 St 9 lyons 78 50 43003 
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KANSAS - Continued -- 





Rt. Heard Seen Rt. Heard Seen 
No. County 1962 19631962 1963 
10 Crawford 10 £80 34 #52 27 Pottawatomie 99 137 100 145 
11 Barber 65 67 43 89 28 Marion 37) 63 8 
12 Lynn 122 «93 3. SL 29 Clay 18 166 145 196 
13. Franklin ge 92 92 60 30 Smith 212 164 20h 38 
14 Russell 62 50 39 ok 31 Hodgeman 67 34 15 23 
15 Barton 30 = ko 55 54 32 Graham 129 121 4O 57 
16 Rush ce, 91 656 33 Ford 430035 19 21 
17 Ness 50 =O 32—=Ci« BB 34 Grant i 6 ye vis 
18 Finney 16 2 8 2 35 Rawlins 68 58 20 60 
19 Finney Lig 60-38 32—CsO.. 36 Gove WG 37 91 62 
20 Pratt 68 6 66 65 37 Greenwood 26 =. 30 85 65 
21 Cherokee 83 «688 80 8689 38 Hamilton -- 68 -- 50 
22 ~=Bourbon 51 145 90 «95 39 Meade 58 50 102~=—s «61 
23 <Atchinson -- 339 -- 155 40 Riley 50 «98 46 89 
KENTUCKY 
1R Kenton- 43R Crittenden 13 33 32 ~=— soo 
Pendleton 19 20 13 y LOR Hart ae 20 -~- 13 
eR Trimble- 53R Lincoln- 
Henry 13. «219 5 4 Rockeastle 29 21 21 al 
17R eckinridge- 60R Ballard- 
Meade ho Te ae McCracken 18 36 57 «+78 
20R Spencer- 64R Muhlenberg- 
Nelson 31 4619 6-6 Logan 25 23 28 10 
23R Bath- 79R Christian 90 76 92 «683 
Montgomery 13 13 ) 2 82R Logan- 
25R Lawrence- Warren 362-33 16 2h 
Johnson 2 L L g9eR Graves- 
27R Henderson 95 65 127 166 Weekly 51. OT 38 «62 
34R Washington -- 40 -- 17 95R Whitley- 
4IR Floyd 2 0 ) ©) Campbell 9 2 0 2 
96R Bell 1 a ) @) 
LOUISTANA 
1 Sabine- 3 Acadia Q 1 1 1 
Natchitoches 14 11 7 5 5 E. Baton 
2 Webster- Rouge - 
Claiborne THe, ae ls 2 Iberville 1 6 2 3 


LOUISIANA - Continued -- 





Rt. , Heard Seen 
No. County 1962 1963 1962 1963 
7 E.Feliciana 6 11 0 1 
8 Tangipahoa 1 38 0 2 
9 Concorida 19 34 10 6 
10 Caldwell- 
Ouachita ie Lk 5 8 
11 Rapides 5 3 in 2 
12 Rapides 8 7 7 5 
13 Vernon- 
Natchitoches 7 r 1 4 
1h Natchitoches 19 19 2 1 
15 Lafayette 8 4 7 4 
16 Vermillion 0 0 0 0) 
17 Morehouse 22 27 2 6 
MATNE 
1 Kennebec- 
Lincoln- 
Sagadahoc 2 2 0 0 
MARYLAND 
1R Garrett 9 16 8 9 
®R Allegheny 13 5 4 4 
3R ©6—Frederick- 
Carroll 19 +12 13 5 
4R Howard 23. 25 22 9 
5R Anne 
Arundel 21 20 6 17 
6R Harford 20 27 18 51 
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Rt. Heard seen 
No. Count 1962 1963 1 3 
18 Iberville 10 6 10 13 
19 Terrebonne 6 0 9 14 
20 Rapides 8 9 13 «#10 
21 Rapides 13 11 11 11 
2k Grant 20 26 17 19 
25 Vernon Oe sea 0 3 
26 Lafayette- 
St. Martin 31 23 34. «Be 
28 Bienville MEE 18 7 
29 Pointe- 
Coupe 10 13 b 6 
30 Union 9 6 8 6 
31 Franklin 3. «837 6 9 
2 Sagadahoc- 
Kennebec 3 ab, 0) 2 
5 Oxford- 
Cumberland 4 1 @) 2 
TR Baltimore- 
Harford 1 19 10 86°20 
8R Anne 
Arundel 13 6 2 1 
OR Calvert ho 86 y a 
10OR St. Marys 34.238 , 2 
11R Queen Annes 7 12 5 6 
12R Sommerset- 
Worcester Il 11 2 2 





MASSACHUSETTS 











25, 





Rt. Heard Seen Rt. Heard Seen 
No. County 1962 1963 1962 1963 No. Count 1962 19631 3 
1 Barnstable As 3 2 0 12 Worchester 0 3 0 0 
e Barnstable 1 2 0 3 13 Worchester 2 1 0 OW 
3. Plymouth 8 “if 1 0 14  Worchester ©) Tl 0 0 
kh = Plymouth 9 4 0 2 15 Worchester -- Z -- al 
5 Bristol- 16 Hampshire TA 9 7 5 
Plymouth 12 5 2 1 17 Franklin alee 3 re) 0 
6 Bristol 2 9 1 3 18 Franklin- 
KG Norfolk o @) 0 1 Hampshire 3 he 5 L 
8 Essex 8 1 oO 3 20 Hampshire 0 0 0 1 
9 Middlesex 10 “ 0 0 el Hampshire 0 0 ) 0 
10 Worchester ) 1. 6 3 22 Berkshire 5 0 0 @) 
11 Worchester 11 16 My 8 23 Berkshire @) @) 0 al 
24 Essex h 3 1 2 
MICHIGAN 
2 Washtenaw 28 2h 12 h 11 Newaygo 19 34 11 2 
3 Bay i 633 4 3 12 Newaygo 15 18 1 2 
4h Tuscola 15 21 3 h 13. Ingham 13 26 6 4 
5 Tuscola 1° Lh ce 3 LS Kalamazoo -~ 15 -= 7 
6 Monroe 38 20.)—o ek 2h Allegan 29 «55 50 —soa.14 
MINNESOTA 
1 Jackson 27 #17 5 1h 1l Ottertail ho 30 6 22 
2 Jackson 34 26 1) . 1s 12 Dodge 20 27 8 29 
6 Olmsted 26 «29 55 os 14. Lineoln 88 61 35 +16 
7 Scott 360 38 31 26215 15 Pope 2h 28 wh 21 
8 Polk- 16 Pennington -- 55 a 2 
Red Lake 2302 37s 288 17 Roseau’ wee 656 2 fe) 
9 Beltrami -- 26 we: 6 18 Kandiyohi 29 «(48 21 25 
10 DBakota 24 ho 17 23 
MISSISSIPPI 
TR Tishomingo- 12R Union 151 116 5 4 84. 
Alcorn 20 0616 eo 35 


MISSISSIPPI - Continued -- 





Rt. Heard Seen Re. Heard Seen 
No. Count 1962 1963 =1962 1963 No. Count 1962 1963 - 1962 1963 
13R Prentiss- 56R Sharkey- 
Lee 3331 56 «18 Issquena 47 27 TO +21 
15R Coahoma- 60R Leake 14 9 Wd 15 
Bolivar 90 29 45 og 73R Rankin 10 9 47 1g 
22R Itawamba 18 4g 76. 25 74uR Smith ee ag 30 «658 
25R Tallahat- 78R Jefferson 5 #13 16 10 
chie 52 OG 35 OT 89R Lincoln 3202 33 5 9 
28R Chickasaw 22 =o 12 20 Q4uR Wayne 12 \ it 3 
33R Sunflower- 95R Wayne 16 «#15 34 O12 
LeF lore hy = 552 23 21 101R Lamar- 
35R Montgomery 20 12 7 9 Marion 2 a 7 5 
43R Carroll- 113R Hancock 3 1 @) 3 
Holmes 58 30 21 32 115R Jackson 0 ih 2 nt 
50R Holmes- 
Yazoo 36 «(52 22 = 13 
MISSOURI 
1 Boone 10e7)— ss 83 52 1l St. Charles 30 15 28 4612 
2 Boone- 13 DeKalb- 
Callaway 50 = so57 ho |= Daviess 5253 37. «52 
3 Callaway le 33 59 «+73 14 Daviess- 
4 Cole 28 52 23. sO Caldwell LE u7 
5 Cape 15 Lawrence =n 33 -- 66 
Girardeau 75 hg 110 «(47 16 Lawrence =- 36 s- 66 
6 Cape 17 Marion 68 64 55 «6588 
Girardeau 71 8656 116 39 18 Marion 26 «6237 4338 
7  Howell- 19 Chariton 56 «6887 320« «59 
Douglas 340C«éz‘T 0 5 22 St. Charles 38 26 eo aS 
8 Texas 23. «15 h 5 23 Greene 19 23 ho = 88 
9 Greene 23 h 30 8632 
MONTANA 
1 Yellowstone 10 23 45 616 9 Phillips 100 191 9 7 
2 Lewis- . 11 Sheridan i Wh 5 11 
Clark 6 di 5 9 12 Sheridan 3 «21g 5 6 
5 Valley -- 17 =“< 17 13 Sheridan- 
8 Phillips hh = 85 13. «16 Roosevelt 9 11 23 #17 
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MONTANA - Continued -- 











= 





Rt. Heard Seen Bu. Heard Seen 
No. Count a: 3 1962 1963 No. Count 1962 1963 192 1963 
16 Powell 2 2 12 6h 4O Wheatland -- 34 -- 103 
28 Pondera- 41 Broadwater 65 55 9 \ 
Toole -- 28 oe 4 42 Fergus 95 64 17 28 
35 Sweet Grass 70 91 27 22 4) «Broadwater 11 17 Ls ye 
38 Musselshell 5 62 22 19 45 Lake 2323 16 15 
NEBRASKA 
1 Lancaster 95 43 ts 10 Red-Willow 10 18 29 50 
2 Lancaster 60 54 61 56 11 Platte eh 23 7 46 
3 Adams 39 «1 68 31 12 Lincoln 17 ek Th 92 
4 Adams 36 «= 288 54 eh 13 Garden -- 30 = we 
5 Hemilton 52 «69 105 679 14 Cherry 29 «14 12 27 
9 Frontier 35° 15 360 15 Cherry Ls 37 Th 8s 
NEVADA 
1 Churchill 7 Oy it 649 12 Pershing 1 7 6 13 
2 Clark 18 46 23 50 13 Clark 0 0 0 0 
3 Cherk- 14 §6Clark 23 30 e 7 
Mohav 5 6288 29 «39 15 Elko 45 652 Bi alee 
hk Clark 12 #13 525 16 Washoe tm 22 <= i) 
5 Clark 0 2 0 2 17 Lincoln 0 6 2 0 
6 Elko- 18 Lyon ho 25 a \ 
White Pine 8 25 3 3 20 Lincoln 16 23 7 35 
7 Elko 18 37 18 11 23 Elko 6 11 6 2 
9 Washoe 43> 20 3 M, 25 Lyon i « 6 y 
10 Lincoln 3L 429 7] 54 26 Eureka 0 O 19s we 
NEW HAMPSHIRE 
2 Merrimac- 4 Stafford Al a 2 0 
Rockingham 0 4 0 2 5 Stafford- 
3 Stafford, Rockingham 5 3 0 @) 
N. H.- 
York, Maine 5 ay 0 ©) 


NEW JERSEY 





Res. Heard Seen Rt. Heard Seen 
No. Count 1 3 1962 1963 No. Count 1962 1963 1962 1903 
1 Sussex 5 F 6 8 7 Salem 28 30 Oo 12 
@ Sussex 6 8 by 64h 9 Ocean 13 12 1 3 
4 Hunterdon 11 #4=#11 9 18 10 Hunterdon 25 23 18 2h 
5 Cumberland 4 6 7 4 11 Somerset 66 65 33.034 
NEW MEXICO 
2 Bernaliilo- 15 Rio Arriba 36 45 28 3k 
Sandoval- 17 Valencia- 
Santa Fe 71 26 9 3 Socorro eh 59 182 219 
3 Grant <<a £3 = 89 19 Chaves 19 4b Oo 15 
5 Dona Ana ~~ 0 -- 130 23+» «= Union at 6 ae 45 
6 Hidalgo ye 39 21 59 25 Roosevelt 61 32 26 10 
7 Tuna 58 2 79 30 28 ~—sdLea _ 7 ~u 29 
8 San Miguel 14 8 7 26 31 Socorro 67 64 e222 1h8 
9 San Miguel 9 15 ue 3 33 Dona Ana ie We 9 16 
10 Chaves 15 13 1 “SF 34 San Juan 29-33 Sh O57 
35 Santa Fe 55 §6OT 85 60 
NEW YORK 
1 Niagara 26 = 333 h 7 8 Jefferson -- 4 i @) 
2 Niagara 7 eal 9 9 10 Albany © -- il -- 5 
3 Orleans - l2@ Tompkins -- 9 == 2 
Genesee 59 «6 15 2 13 Wayne 9 6 0 4 
4 Wayne- 14 Ulster 30 #19 iM 3 
Monroe -32 981 6 5 15 Madison -- i121 ~- 6 
5 Seneca 4 2 5 1 16 Columbia 3 2 5 0 
6 Seneca 4 1 9 3 18 Dutchess 29 #19 0 2 
7 Suffolk 20 3850 6 3 20 Albany -- 3 -- ve 
NORTH CAROLINA 
US Te es 
16R Hertford- 26R Durhan- 
Gates 19 41 2h = 35 Person eh eh 1k 22 
2°2R Surry- 36R Wilkes- 
Yadkin 39 «=: 83 300=— 58 Caldwell 7 3 3 y 
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NORTH CAROLINA - Continued -- 








Rt. Heard Seen Rt. Heard Seen 
No. Count 1962 1963 1962 1963 No. County 1962 1963 1962 1963 
52R Madison- 8O0R Montgomery- 
Buncombe 3 y, 2 2 Moore 19 38 15 55 
S4R Burke 3 7 3 @) 85R Wayne- 
58R Davison 31043 6 30 Duplin 61 he WO 36 
68R Wake- 92R Jackson 1 2 0 0 
Johnson 33.43 360 33 96R Richmond- 
65R Wilson- Montgomery 37 26 Lh 7 
Greene 5333 57 ko 98R Hope- 
7OR Macon 6 6 1 1 Cumberland 27 24 22 =6«i1T 
77R Mecklenburg- 99R Cumberland 30 23 8 14 
Cabarrus 35 39 LT 10 101R Sampson 39 =—50 25 15 
112R Onslow 17 1 h 1 
NORTH DAKOTA 
1 Burleigh 12 27 17 26 15 Burke- 
2 Burleigh 4S 3k 45-33 Ward 8 12 \ 9 
3 McHenry- 16 Williams Ty 6 3 7 
Bottineau 64 25 14 «61 17 Williams - an mae 6 
h  =Sheridan 27 8 17 5 18 Walsh- 
5 utsman 34h ok 25 26 Pembina 27 5 16 2 
6 Stutsman 20 16 31 860k 19 Walsh 2h 70 21 Ak 
7 McHenry 4376 1 25 20 = Sargent 39 13 «#1 
8 Ward- 21 Ward 16 T 7 210 
Renville 73 74h 5 13 22 Montrail 1 @) 0 \ 
9 Ward 79 126 2 2 23 Starke 10 13 19 21 
12 Ward 33. «20 6 0 24 Golden 
13. Ward 20 82610 3 17 Valley 9 12 11 22. 
14 Burke 15 17 1 1 26 McLean 29 «O14 16 2h 
OHIO 
1 Ottawa 21 li 52Ctia18 11 Athens 8 9 5 8 
2 Franklin 15 20 23 «28 12 Wood 18 9 hho | 21 
3 Franklin 14 19 22 8 13. Wood 11 7 10 3 
9 Franklin 11 27 29 10 14 Wood 12 6 18 12 
10 Pickaway- 15 Wood 20 8 13 9 
Ross -- 38 -- 25 17 Union 37. ak 17 5 
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OHTO - Continued -- 











Rt. Heard Seen Rt. Heard Seen 
No. County 1962 1963 1962 1963 No. County 1962 1963 1962 1963 
18 Highland 33 «22 10 4 20 Delaware yh =. 32 14 2 

19 Union 21 26 pan 9 21 Delaware- 
Union 48-30 22 #15 
OKLAHOMA 
1 Oklahoma- 8 Cotton -- 50 -- 36 
Canadian am «= Bh -- 34 9 McIntosh 18 #15 20 22 
2 Tulsa- , 10 Kingfisher 7 he 63 75 
Rogers a= ih we “BO ll Alfalfa 77 59 154 113 
3 . Pittsburg- 12 Grady -- 30 -- 12 
Latimer -- 118 -- 212 13 Muskogee 21 16 37. 13 
4 Waggoner 25 36 20 «627 14 Greer -- 122 s~ 26 
5 Major wn «= ee 5 15 Love 103 «98 82 110 
6 Camache 16 13 9 3 16 Johnston oh Bh 20 68 
OREGON 
1 Umatilla 29 «eT 20. «(14 8 Linn 23 21 2 13 
2 Jackson 34 «27 wh = hk 9 Douglas 69 53 15 1 
3 Umatilla 75 78 51 72 11 Morrow 43 oe 54 100 
4 Yamhill- 12 Grant we OO 17 27 
Polk 30 20 34 26 13 Baker 9 8 17 «18 
5 Klamath 15 9 5 sj 14 Harney 33.0 OB 3 5 
6 Deschutes 23-33 12 h 15 Malheur 20 32 35 «de 
7 Wasco 53 26 14 4619 18 Lake 17 2 37 «OT 
19 Jefferson 67 5ST 37. 
PENNSYLVANIA 

2 Centre 3 6 2 13. York 16 14 12 le 
3 Centre -- 9 = 1 14 Perry 19 17 2 5 
5 Elk 3 it QO al 15 Perry 13 «#619 13 2 
6 Elk- 16 Indiana 8 6 0 3 
Jefferson 6 2 2 2 17 Indiana 10 a 1 2 
8 lLycoming- 18 Franklin Sho | ak 53 6 
Clinton 1 2 Fi 9 20 Lancaster 20 7 36 «29 
10 Franklin 8 15 10 mn 21 York 25 13 14 10 
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RHODE ISLAND 


Rt. Heard Seen Rt. Heard Seen 
No. County 1962 1963 192 1963 | No. County 1962 1963 1962 1963 
1 Providence -- 5 -- 1 2 Washington 11 £11 1 1 





SOUTH CAROLINA 





4R Cherokee, S.C. 51R Orangeburg- 





Cleveland Aiken 28 22 3 9 
(N.C. ) 25 «38 71. ~ «68 53R Clarendon 76 35 52~Ci«dLK 
6R Oconee- S4R Clarendon- 
Rabun, Ga. 6 6 ©) 1 Williamsburg 29 12 5 @) 
10R Union- 56R Williamsburg- 
Chester 27. «621 11 0 Georgetown 13 12 k O 
LUR Chesterfield 64 47> 18 45 59R Orangeburg 21 18 7 3 
18R Laurens eh 27 38 = ssf 60R Orangeburg 33 88 ye 50 
25R Marlboro 38 =—«69 50) = 458 7OR Berkeley- 
27R Abbeville 22 3k 6 11 Charleston 2 0 0 0 
32R Kershaw- 71R Hampton- 
Richland 13 #11 8 8 Jasper 49-32 6 17 
47R Horry 29 OLY we 285 73R Charleston- 
48R Edgefield 16 19 7 10 Dorchester 8 15 2 © 
50R Aiken 43 23 22 8620 
Eee 
a SOUTH DAKOTA 
1 Brown eh 31 3631 7 Corson -- 10 == 5 
2 Brown 35 2h 430034 8 Hughes 39 = 43 6 21 
3 Hanson- 9 Kingsbury 51 46 30 «616 
| Davison 16 20 12 10 10 Lyman 8 29 30 3 
4 Aurora 29 «2b 36 «OT 
TENNESSEE 
6R Macon- 20R Dickson 19 21 ho 50 
Allen,Ky. 24 27 26 31 23R Smith 21 16 We 25 
TR Clay- 2uR Jackson 22 = 30 ek 8 
Jaekson 28 kT 17 #121 29R Union- 
OR Pickett- Claiborne 10 24 15 47 
Wayne , Ky. 12 12 30 9 31R Hawkins- 
10R Scott- Green Tom iG 24 30 
McCreary Ky. 9 1 2 2 36R Gibson 21 15 86 63 
LuR Dyer 18 14 78 54 — 38R Benton 66 56 60 45 


ais 








Rt. Heard Seen Rt. Heard seen 
No. County 19621963 1962 1963 No. Count 3. 1962 1963 
1 Box Elder 35 58 54 187 17 Juab- 
2 Cache 3 3 10 2 Millard 34 22 55 35 
4 = =Tooele 16 2h ai 15 19 Garfield Ta ae Oo 16 
5 Juab- 20 86Wayne- 
Tooele 22 5 6 6 Garfield -- 3 os 5 
6 Box Elder 27 36 hg 118 22 «Beaver -- 35 si 5 
8 San Juan 2 1 81 66 23 Washington 4O 7h 23 «456 
9 Carbon- 24 = Rich. ho hg 87 22 
Emery ~- 23 -- 2 26 Wayne- 
13 Wayne-~ Emery -- 10 -- 22 
Emery 4g 1p 10 2 28 = Grand 6 3 3 9 
16 Juab 4B eh 50 TT 29 Summit 8 T 9 23 
30 Juab 27 = 32 7 43 
VERMONT 
1 Addison 2 2 O 0 
VIRGINIA 
1R Russell ~- 16 ~ 3 TR Prince 
2R Smythe - Willianm- 
Tazwell 6 11 0 0 Fauquier eh 619 4 8 
3R Pittsylvania 57 63 12 16 8R Richmond- 
4R Rockingham- Westmoreland 41 33 kh 12 
Augusta 9 10 0 3 OR Cumberland- 
5R Shenandoah 10 £141 3 0 Buckingham 45 65 39 in 
6R Loudoun- 10R Sussex- 
Prince Dinwiddle 20 17 16 16 
William 3f 22 9 2 11R South Hampton- 
Sussex 84 8688 4352 
WASHINGTON 
1 Spokane 15 34 27 = 32 6 Okanogan 77 34 106 185 
2 Douglas 33 «+50 22 0B 7 Skagit 5 5 1 5 
3 Spokane 37-36 12 29 8 Yakima 111 108 eee eh 
4 Whitman 29 «39 26 19 9 Yakima 47 6h. )3=3—sd99- 182 
5 King ) ) 0 0 10 Yakima PS. ~iS: 71 8621 
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TENNESSEE - Continued -- 





Rt. Heard Seen Rt. Heard Seen 
No. Count 1962 1963 1962 1963 No. County 1962 1963 1962 1963 
uuR Cannon- 63R Rutherford 39 36 12 43 
DeKalb 20 20 lg =o i67R Cumberland- 
L7R Morgan- Rhea lo 923 18 3 
Cumberland 18 18 ) 1 71R Sevier 21 18 8 h 
53R Lauderdale 18 11 62 = s 75R Hardeman- 
55R Crockett- Madison 3336 15 25 
Haywood 16° 15 75 63 84R Grundy- 
57R Henderson 59 61 u7 og Sequatchee 7 10 1 0 
61R Maury 28 25 18 h 89R Shelby 37. el 51 50 
TEXAS 
3. Robertson 26 46 39 147 37. +~=Randall 20 211 27 14 
4h Robertson 47 61 32 118 38 = Potter -- 5 -- 17 
7 Bosque -- 8 -- 113 39 Potter 21 4 360 
8 Bosque -- 12 -- 39 4O Taylor -- yh -- 32 
9 Wilson 135 143 65 51 41 = Taylor -- 39 ae (TO 
10 Wilson 149 114 70 50 42 Jefferson 12 3 29 «#212 
12 Harris 6 15 15 27 43 Roberts 91 86238 100 67 
16 ‘Travis 10 18 5235 4k = Roberts 60 26 76 36 
17 Titus 23 #19 13. (27 45 TomGreen 19 20 yo 31 
18 Kigberg 39 «32 183 189 46 TomGreen -- 25 -- 37 
19 Crockett 35 «65 20 9 47 Willacy -- 78 -- 29 
20 »= Crockett 13 22 23 3 hg = Dewitt 54h 58 232 156 
21 Val Verde 3 6 u7 2g 50 Bee 22 9 2739 
22 Val Verde 11 2 10 26 51 Colorado ee ne aw: “9 
23  Thropmorton -- 56 -- 67 53 El Paso 3 1 7h 179 
24 = =Thropmorton 55 44 95 81 54 Reeves 2 kh 17 22 
25  Iubbock 1 1 2 4 55 Tarrant ee ~- dg 
26 = Lubbock 4 2 7 3 57 Dawson 53 he 18 16 
27 Webb 21 12 67 45 58 Brown Th #879 62 99 
28 Jefferson 11 1 20 9 59 Edwards 22 019 9 16 
30 §©6Nolan == 99 -- 60 Uvalde a> , hs -- 56 
32 Childress -- 78 -- 57 61 Jim Hogg ae 4 as 2 
34 Hemphill 39 453 W643 62 LaSalle WH 53 208 270 
35 Hemphill aly 5 58 = 39 64 Smith 51 51 131 124 
36 Randall h7 33 57 30 65 Hopkins 7 4 wo 15 
66 Nacogdoches 55 32 164 201 
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WASHINGTON - Continued -- 











Bo. Heard Seen Rt. Heard Seen 
No. Count 1962 1963 1962 1963 No. Count 1962 1963 1962 1963 
12 Yakima 36 0«COT we = 6 17 Douglas oo “ai oa NG 
13. Ferry ye 26 1 T 18 Chelan -- 22 -- 48 
14 Stephens 23 #19 9 4 19 Okanogan -- 63 = 
20 8©6Okanogan -- 27 w= 25 
WEST VIRGINIA 
1 Hampshire 25 1 3 1 3 Mason 21 10 15 i 
2 Mason 9 is Lo. “Le 
WISCONSIN 
1 Dane- 10 Waushara -- 25 -- 7 
Columbia 320~C‘iwS 1 12 12 Dane 29 6 5 4 
2 Columbia 30014 9 7 13 Adams 36—s 38 9 6 
3 Towa 30 Ll k 2 17 Winnebago 5 7 in h 
4 Green 15 4g h 8613 18 Winnebago 8 9 2 6 
5 Jackson Wy 27 5 20 19 Kenosha eh 11 9 6 
6 Dunn hh = 72 t 3 20 Grant 4 9 i 6 
7 Dunn 15 58 10 0 21 Vernon 22 20 8 9 
8 Adams 53 «(48 28 «(18 22 Dodge 3 0 2 2 
9 Sauk i2° Ar 0 3 
WYOMING 
1 Johnson am 22, -- 12 14 Big Horn 20 «26 3 37 
2 Hot Springs \ T 25 13 15 Lincoln 3 8 2 i 
3 Natrona 20 6 2 7 17 Sweetwater 11 1 0 i 
4 Carbon 23 22 19 8 18 Freemont -- 9 -- 8 
5 Freemont 26 19 T 1 19 Albany 2 0 2 ) 
6 Park -- 1 = yh 20 Park -- 19 -- 89 
7 Platt 55 TT "hh 26 21 Laramie 27 ~—-36 26 20 
10 Carbon 9 LW Ta 5 22 =6Johnson 42 617 ho BL 
12 Uinta 3 y 2 16 23 +=«Park 4 2 3 2 
13 Niobrara 16 35 5 hg 
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The Department of the Interior, created in 1849, is our Nation's De- 
partment of Natural Resources, concerned with management, conservation, 
and development of water, wildlife, fish, mineral, forest, and park and 
recreational resources. It also has major responsibilities for Indian and 
Territorial affairs. 


As America's principal conservation agency, the Department works to 
assure that nonrenewable resources are developed and used wisely, that 
park and recreational resources are conserved for the future, and that re- 
newable resources make their full contribution tothe progress, prosperity, 
and security of the United States, now and in the future. 


UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
Stewart L. Udall, Secretary 
Frank P, Briggs, Assistant Secretary for Fish and Wildlife 
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 
Clarence F, Pautzke, Commissioner 
BUREAU OF SPORT FISHERIES AND WILDLIFE 
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